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Abtract : The title of the research was the Influence of Auditor’s Quality, Audit Opinion in 
the Previous Year, Firm Growth, Firm Size, Audit Lag, and Debt Default on Acceptance of 
Going Concern Opinion with Audit Switching as Moderating Variable (in Property and Real 
Estate Companies Listed in BEI or Indonesia Stock Exchange in the Period of 2009-2016). 
The objective of the research was to get empirical evidence on the influence of Auditor’s 
Quality, Audit Opinion in the Previous Year, Firm Growth, Firm Size, Audit Lag, and Debt 
Default on Acceptance of Going Concern Opinion with Audit Switching as Moderating 
Variable. The data were gathered by using purposive sampling technique in Property and 
Real Estate Companies Listed in BEI in the Period of 2009-2016. The samples were 29 
Property and Real Estate Companies. The research used logistic regression analysis to 
analyze the data because independent variables were a metric and non-metric combination. 
The result of the research showed that (1) there was the influence of Auditor’s Quality, Audit 
Opinion in the Previous Year, Firm Growth, Firm Size, Audit Lag, and Debt Default on 
Acceptance of Going Concern Opinion, (2) partially, Auditor’s Quality, Audit Opinion in the 
Previous Year, Firm Growth, and Debt Default had the influence on Acceptance of Going 
Concern Opinion, while firm size and Audit Lag did not, (3) the result of absolute difference 
test showed that Audit Switching was not moderating variable.  
Keywords: Acceptance of Going Concern Opinion,  Auditor’s Quality, Audit Opinion in the 
Previous Year, Firm Growth, Firm Size, Audit Lag, Debt Default, Audit Switching    
 
I. INTRODUCTION 
The goal of a company is not only to get profit optimally but also to maintain its going 
concern (viability) in the long term. Going concern is always correlated with managerial 
capacity to manage a company in order to survive (Praptitorini & Januarti, 2007). It is used as 
the assumption for financial statement as far as there is no proof of contrary information to 
the assumption, and it is organized entity management with the supervision of the people in 
charge of the management (Public Accounting Professional Standard, 2014)    
Concerning the case above, it is necessary to have an auditor’s opinion about a 
company’s going concern. Going concern in a business is the assumption that the business 
will be able to maintain its activity in the long term, and it will not be liquidated in the short 
term. Audit opinion about this company’s going concern is highly needed for that company; 
therefore, many managers ask auditors to audit their companies. Management is expected to 
be able to maintain their companies’ going concern through accurate policies in operating 
their companies.    
Going concern is very useful for financial statement users to make accurate decision 
in investing their capital. When an investor intends to invest his capital, he needs to know the 
company’s financial condition, especially its going concern. Financial statement users feel 
that this going concern is like a prediction for a company’s bankruptcy since it is always 
connected with the capacity of management to manage a company to survive in the global 
competition.   
 
 
Therefore, the writer was interested in studying some factors which influenced MVTR 
so that she gave the title of this writing,  An Analysis On The Influence Of Auditor’s Quality, 
Audit Opinion In The Previous Year, Firm Growth, Firm Size, Audit Lag, and Debt Default 
On The Acceptance Of Going Concern Opinion With Audit Switching As Moderating 
Variabel (A Study at Property and Real Estate Companies Listed in BEI in the Period of 
2009-2016) 
 
Objective of the Research 
The objective of the research was to find out whether auditor’s quality, audit opinion 
of the previous year, firm growth, firm size, audit lag, and debt default influenced partially 
and simultaneously on the acceptance of opinion about going concern at property and real 
estate companies listed in BEI (Indonesia Stock Exchange) in the period of 2009-2016 and to 
find out whether audit switching could moderate the correlation of auditor’s quality, audit 
opinion in the previous year, firm growth, firm size, audit lag, and debt default with the 
acceptance of opinion about going concern at property and real estate companies in the period 
of 2009-2016.   
 
Hypothesis 
1. Auditor’s quality, audit opinion of the previous year, firm growth, firm size, audit lag, 
debt default influenced partially and simultaneously on the acceptance of opinion 
about going concern at property and real estate companies listed in BEI in the period 
of 2009-2016 
2. Audit switching could moderate the correlation of auditor’s quality, audit opinion in 
the previous year, firm growth, firm size, audit lag, and debt default with the 
acceptance of opinion about going concern at property and real estate companies 
listed in in the period of 2009-2016.   
 
II. METODOLOGI 
 
The data used in this research were secondary data. The sources of data were 
www.idx.co.id., an official website of the Indonesia Stock Exchange.  They consisted of the 
financial statement of property and real estate companies listed in the Indonesia Stock 
Exchange in the period of 2009-2016 with the total of 232 observations. The data model and 
technique used logistic regression approach in which its independent variables were the 
combination between metric (category) and non-metric (nominal).   
 
Logistic regression equation in this research model could be formulated as follows:  
𝐥𝐧
𝑮𝑪
𝟏−𝑮𝑪
= α + β1X1 + β2X2 + β3X3 + β4X4 + β5X5 + β5X6 ɛ 
 
and moderated  with moderating analysis model as follows:  
 [Z]= α +β1 [Z-X1]+ β2[Z -X2]+ β3 [Z –X3]+β4[Z -X2]+β5 [Z -X2]+ β6[Z -X6] 
 
whereas : 
ln
𝐺𝐶
1−𝐺𝐶
  = Going Concern Opinion 
Z = Audit Switching  
Α = Konstanta  
β = Koefisien Regresion X1, X2, X3, X4,X5, X6 
X1 = Audit Opinion in the Previous Year  
X2 = Auditor’s Quality 
 
 
X3 = Firm Growth 
X4 = Firm Size 
X5 = Audit Lag 
X6 = Debt Default 
ɛ = Error 
 
III. RESULT AND DISCUSSION 
Research Hypothesis Testing 
1. Feasibility Model Test 
The result of the testing, using an SPSS software program, showed the result of feasibility 
testing model by using Hosmer and Lemeshow’s Goodness of Fit Test which was measured 
with Chi-Square value at the probability significance of 0.582 which indicated that regression 
model in this research was feasible to be carried out. 
2. Fit Model Test 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This decrease in -2 Log Likelihood indicated a better regression model; in other words, 
the hypothesized model fitted with the data. The decrease in the value indicated that this 
model was considered fit which also indicated that the addition of independent variables 
(auditors’ quality, audit opinion of the previous year, firm growth, firm size, audit lag, and 
debt default) into the research model would improve this research fit model.   
3. Determination Coefficient Model 
 
 
 
 
The result of the output of data processing showed that Nagelkerke R Square value was 
0.794 which indicated that the variability of dependent variable which could be explained by 
independent variables was 79.4%, while the remaining 20.6% was explained by the other 
variables excluded from the research model. 
4. Simultaneous Significance Test 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Table above showed that the result of Chi-Square test was 150.477 for the 
significance level of 0.000, much less than 0.05. Therefore, the regression model could be 
used for predicting the acceptance of audit opinion about going concern. In other words, 
auditor’s quality (X1), audit opinion in the previous year (X2), firm growth (X3), firm size 
(X4), audit lag (X5), and debt default (X6) simultaneously had the influence on the acceptance 
of audit opinion about going concern.  
Iteration 
-2 Log 
likelihood 
Coefficients 
Constant 
Step 0 1 215,632 -1,310 
2 213,310 -1,550 
3 213,298 -1,568 
4 213,298 -1,569 
Step -2 Log likelihood 
Cox & Snell R 
Square 
Nagelkerke R 
Square 
1 62,820
a
 ,477 ,794 
 Chi-square Df Sig. 
Step 1 Step 150,477 6 ,000 
Block 150,477 6 ,000 
Model 150,477 6 ,000 
 
 
5. Partial Significance Test 
Logistic regression equation in this research model could be formulated as follows:  
𝐥𝐧
𝑮𝑪
𝟏−𝑮𝑪
 = -6,461- 2,019 KK+1,838 OATS- 0,09 PP+0,099UK-0,005AL+5,573 DD 
Therefore, partially, the explanation of the influence of each independent variable on 
dependent variable was as follows: 
1. The variable of auditor’s quality (AQ) had significance level of 0.049 < 0.05 which 
indicated that it had significant influence on the acceptance of opinion about going 
concern. 
2. The variable of audit opinion in the previous year (AOPY) had the significance level 
of 0.024 < 0.05 which indicated that it had significant influence on the acceptance of 
opinion about going concern; 
3. The variable of firm growth (FG) had significance level of 0.014 < 0.05 which 
indicated that it had significant influence on the acceptance of opinion about going 
concern; 
4. The variable of firm size (FS) had significance level of 0.430 > 0.05 which indicated 
that it did not have any significant influence on the acceptance of opinion about going 
concern; 
5.  The variable of audit lag (AL) had significance level of 0.713 > 0.05 which indicated 
that it did not have any significant influence on the acceptance of opinion about going 
concern; 
6. The variable of debt default (DD) had significance level of 0.000 < 0.05 which 
indicated that it had significant influence on the acceptance of opinion about going 
concern. 
6. Absolute Variance Value Test 
 Moderating test in this regression analysis used absolute variance value test to test the 
influence of deviation of a model. Moderating variable in this research was the variable of 
audit switching (AS). 
Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
T Sig. B Std. Error  
1Zscore(z) -,002 ,042 -,006 -,058 ,954 
AbsZ_X1 -,021 ,036 -,065 -,592 ,555 
AbsZ_X2 -,040 ,019 -,121 -2,038 ,043 
AbsZ_X3 ,006 ,019 ,017 ,339 ,735 
AbsZ_X4 ,007 ,026 ,013 ,272 ,786 
AbsZ_X5 ,021 ,019 ,057 1,095 ,275 
AbsZ_X6 ,021 ,020 ,060 1,060 ,290 
AbsZMODERATOR ,001 ,009 ,007 ,138 ,890 
 
 
 
B S.E. Wald Df Sig. Exp(B) 
Step 1
a
 X1 (KK) -2,019 1,027 3,864 1 ,049 ,133 
X2 (OATS) 1,838 ,815 5,084 1 ,024 6,286 
X3 (PP) -,009 ,004 6,021 1 ,014 ,991 
X4 (UK) ,099 ,126 ,623 1 ,430 1,105 
X5 (AL) -,005 ,014 ,135 1 ,713 ,995 
X6 (DD) 5,573 ,829 45,234 1 ,000 263,147 
Constant -6,461 3,455 3,497 1 ,061 ,002 
 
 
and moderated  with moderating analysis model as follows:  
Z = - 0,172-0,021AbsX1 -0,049AbsX2 +0,06AbsX3 + 0,007AbsX4 + 0,021AbsX5 +  
0,021AbsX6  + 0,01 AbsModerator 
Regression test was done with standardized variable through descriptive statistic test. 
This standardized variable was then transformed into an absolute form so that absolute 
variance value was obtained from moderating variable (AbsZ_Moderator). The variable of 
opinion about going concern (OGC) was regressed toward residual absolute value of 
moderating variable (AbsZ_Moderator) which was the combination of independent variables, 
dependent variable, and moderating variable simultaneously in order to find out whether the 
variable of audit switching (AS) could be considered as moderating variable or not. 
Meanwhile, the value of AbsZ X was the combination of the variance value per independent 
variable toward moderating variable regressed toward the variable of Opinion about Going 
Concern (OGC).    
 From the result of the absolute variance above, it was found that the significance levelb 
of the variable of AbsZ Moderator < α or 0.890 > 0.05 with the regression coefficient value 
of AbsZ Moderator < α was 0.001 (positive). It could be concluded that the variable of AbsZ 
Moderator or audit switching could not be considered as moderating variable. The result of 
absolute variance  test showed that the result of the variable of audit opinion in the previous 
year which had been transformed with the variable of audit switching, henceforth it was 
called AbsZ_X2, could be considered as moderating variable in the interaction with the 
variable of audit opinion in the previous year. It could be proved that the significance level 
was less than (or α) 5% (0.043). Therefore, the variable of audit switching could be 
considered being able to strengthen the variable of audit opinion in the previous year, while 
the other variables did not have any significant influence.   
      
IV. DISCUSSION 
 
Auditor’s Quality had the Influence on the Acceptance of Opinion about Going 
Concern 
 The variable of auditor’s quality had significance level of 0.049 < 0.05 which indicated 
that this variable had the influence on the acceptance of opinion about going concern in the 
property and real estate companies. Going concern means a business entity is considered 
being able to maintain its operating activity in the long term and will not be liquidated in the 
short term. An auditor has to be liable for the opinion about going concern because it will 
influence the decision of financial statement users (Alichia, 2013)    
 Even though an auditor does not take any responsibility for the going concern of a 
company, in auditing a going concern he has to give his consideration in giving his opinion. 
Auditing report is very important in an audit or the other attestation because it can give 
information to the information users about what he has done and his conclusion (Arens, 
2011).  This indicates that KAP which is affiliated with KAP Big 4 or KAP which is not 
affiliated with KAP Big 4 will provide good audit quality and be independent in giving his 
opinion about going concern. 
Audit Opinion in the Previous Year had the Influence on the Acceptance of Opinion 
about Going Concern  
 The significance value of this variable was 0.024 which was below or less than the 
significance level of 0.05 which indicated that this variable had the influence on the 
acceptance of opinion about going concern. This was because of the hypothesis of self-
fulfilling prophecy in which giving opinion about going concern in the previous period 
would, of course, influence the loss of trust from the public on going concern which would 
eventually make the company’s management difficult to improve the financial condition.   
 
 
 Besides that, an auditor’s suggestion in his report in the previous year which was 
considered as an alternative for improving the company’s condition had not been realized 
well by the company’s management so that this condition probably encouraged the auditor to 
give his opinion about going concern in on going year.  
 
Firm Growth had the Influence on the Acceptance of Opinion about Going Concern. 
 The variable of firm growth had significance level of 0.014 < 0.05 which indicated that   
this variable had significant influence on the acceptance of opinion about going concern. The 
more rapid the firm grows, the higher the need of fund for expansion, and the higher the need 
for the future financing, the more the company wants to get profit. Meanwhile, a company 
with the ratio of negative sales growth would potentially undergo the decrease in profit; 
therefore, the management had to take action in improvement; otherwise, the company would 
not be able to maintain its going concern.  
 
Firm Size had the Influence on the Acceptance of Opinion about Going Concern 
 The significance value of this variable was 0.430 which was above or more than the 
significance level of 0.05 which indicated that this variable did not have any influence on the 
acceptance of audit opinion about going concern. The result of this research had empirical 
evidence that firm size could be used as the factor which could influence the acceptance of 
opinion about going concern because the growth of its assets was not followed by auditees’ 
capacity to increase retained earnings, and even though its assets increased each year, 
auditees would have the problems of going concern if they continuously undergo negative 
retained earnings each year.     
 
Audit Lag had the Influence on the Acceptance of Opinion about Going Concern 
 The variable of audit lag had the significance level of 0.713 > 0.05 which indicated that 
it did not have any influence on the acceptance of audit opinion about going concern. The 
length of time of an auditing process done by an auditor is not only caused by a company’s 
financial problem but is also  caused by the length of time needed by an auditor to do his job 
in order to obtain detailed and accurate result. Besides that, a great number of problems and 
materials which have to be audited makes the auditor needs more time. However, the length 
of time for an auditor to carry out the auditing process cannot guarantee that the company 
will accept the opinion about going concern or not.    
 
Debt Default had the Influence on the Acceptance of Opinion about Going Concern 
 The variable of debt default had the significance level of 0.000 < 0.05 which indicated 
that this variable had significant influence on the acceptance of opinion about going concern. 
According to the theory of agency, a Principal assesses agents’ performance by using auditors 
to find out the company’s condition. Auditors will scrutinize the company, especially its debt. 
When a company fails to pay off its debt (debt default) its going concern will be doubted; 
therefore, the possibility for being given audit opinion about going concern is more possible, 
and investment will eventually decrease. 
 
The Influence of Audit Switching as Moderating Variable on the Acceptance of Opinion 
about Going Concern  
 Based on the result of absolute variance test above, it was found that the significance 
level of the variable of AbsZ Moderator was < α or 0.890 > 0.05 with the regression 
coefficient value of the variable of AbsZ Moderator was 0.001 (positive). Therefore, it could 
be concluded that the variable of AbsZ Moderator or audit switching could not be considered 
as moderating variable.  
 
 
 The testing of moderating variable by using audit switching in this research could be 
done by finding out its influence on independent variables partially in order to find out 
whether the variable of audit switching could strengthen or weaken the interaction among the 
variables. The result of the test on absolute variance showed that the variable of audit opinion 
in the previous year which was transformed with the next variable of audit switching 
(AbsZ_X2) could be considered as moderating variable in its interaction with the variable of 
audit opinion in the previous year. It could be proved by the fact that its significance level 
was less than (or α) 5% (0.043). Therefore, the variable of audit switching could strengthen 
the variable of audit opinion in the previous year, while the other variables did not have any 
influence.  
 Auditor switching is usually done by a company which has problems. The management 
will give a signal about the quality or reliability of the company’s financial statement during 
the auditor switching. The phenomenon of auditor switching by a company is expected to be 
able to give audit opinion which is appropriate with what has been wanted by the company’s 
management. Wijayani (2011) points out that there are two possibilities which will occur 
when an auditor is willing to receive a new client; first, he has had complete information 
about his new client’s business, and secondly, he does not have adequate information about 
the new client but receive the client with some reasons such as financial reason.   
 
V. CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION 
1. The result of the test, simultaneously, by using logistic regression test showed that the 
variables of auditor’s quality, audit opinion in the previous year, firm growth, firm 
size, audit lag, and debt default  had significant influence on the acceptance of opinion 
about going concern at the property and real estate companies listed in BEI in the 
period of 2009-2016. 
2. The result of the test, partially, by using logistic regression test showed that the 
variables of auditor’s quality, audit opinion in the previous year, firm growth, and 
debt default had significant influence on the acceptance of opinion about going 
concern at the property and real estate companies listed in BEI in the period of 2009-
2016. The variables of firm size and audit lag did not have any influence on the 
acceptance of opinion about going concern in the period of 2009-2016.  
3. The test for moderation by using the method of absolute variance value 
simultaneously showed that the variable of audit switching was not moderating 
variable which indicated that it could not strengthen or weaken the correlation of the 
variables of auditor’s quality, audit opinion in the previous year, firm growth, firm 
size, audit lag, and debt default with the acceptance of opinion about going concern at 
the property and real estate companies in the period of 2009-2016. The testing of 
moderating variable in this research used audit switching which influenced could be 
tested toward independent variables partially in order to find out whether the variable 
of audit switching could strengthen or weaken the interaction among the variables. 
Based on the result of the test on the absolute variance value, it was found that: 
The variable of audit opinion in the previous year which was transformed with the 
variable of audit switching (AbsZ_X2) could be considered as moderating variable in 
its interaction with the variable of audit opinion in the previous year; it could be 
proved by the fact that its significance level was less than (α) 5%. Therefore, the 
variable of audit switching could strengthen the variable of audit opinion in the 
previous year, while the other variables in this research did not have any significant 
influence on the interaction with audit switching as moderating variable.   
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